U nder the title "Ecumenical Amnesia," this BULLETIN pub lished in its January 1994 issue a review by Bishop Lesslie Newbigin of my book Ecumenism in Transition (Geneva, 1991) .I am grateful to the editor, Dr. Gerald Anderson, for having invited me to contribute a response to this review for the subse quent issue. Since I wrote my book in order to generate discus sion about the present condition of the ecumenical movement, this is a very welcome opportunity to engage in critical dialogue.
My gratitude is further directed to Lesslie Newbigin, whom I deeply respect as a trusted guide on the ecumenical way. Of the various critical reviews of my book, his is by far the fairest and most noble one, and he enters into the heart of the argument. Indeed, it is this kind of mutual challenging and mutual correc tion rooted in a common commitment that we need in the ecumenical movement; it is a central expression of what this movement is all about.
In saying this, I am gladly affirming one of the main concerns of Lesslie Newbigin. He may have read my book as advocating "the relativism of postmodern culture" and as suggesting an easy form of ecumenical coexistence that "evades the pain of mutual criticism and mutual correction." I do not recognize my intentions in this interpretation and would affirm as strongly as he does that "the WCC must see itself as the meeting place for all who make a Christological and Trinitarian affirmation along the lines of the WCC Basis. However sharp the disagreements are, the WCC cannot accept a less demanding role."
I also acknowledge gratefully that Lesslie Newbigin con firms at least the first part of my thesis by admitting that the concept of "Christo-centric universalism" is indeed a "true de scription of the dominant model in the formative days of the WCC." He further repeats his earlier conviction that a "full We seem to disagree about the role of the Holy Spirit in fact, Newbigin states his affirmations almost without reference to the Spirit.
Trinitarian theology" is needed-at least for an adequate missiology. I shall come back to this point at the end of my response. Finally, I am in agreement with him-and have said so in my book-that the Trinitarian perspective cannot be placed as an "alternative" over against the Christological confession but must be understood as its proper biblical frame of interpretation.
However, we seem to disagree about what it means to take the Trinitarian faith seriously and specifically to appreciate the constitutive role of the Holy Spirit in understanding the Christ Churches, Geneva, Switzerland. event. Newbigin does not really respond to this challenge, which is central to my argument, and in fact he can state his basic Christological and ecclesiological affirmations almost without any reference to the pneumatological dimension.
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I think it would not be unfair to say that Newbigin wants to maintain "Christo-centric universalism" as the valid model for understanding the ecumenical movement and would therefore reject my analysis of an emerging "paradigm shift." His entire critical reflection is based on the conviction of the nonnegotiable truth of the earlier paradigm, and he would consider any depar ture from it dangerous for the ecumenical movement.
I have no difficulty accepting his review as a very sincere effort to defend the continuing validity of the basic elements of the old paradigm-in particular its understanding of unity, its Christology with a strong emphasis on the atonement, its ecclesiology, and its missionary orientation. This is an expres sion of the theology and piety of the tradition of evangelical Protestantism out of which I come myself. Newbigin is certainly right that "the churches and movements that bear the name 'evangelical' ... are the ones that are growing" today, whereas the historic churches of Orthodox, Roman Catholic, or Protestant origin, with a few exceptions, seem to be declining. The WCC must of course remain open for this tradition, as it tries to be open to the contribution from all traditions and contexts represented in its constituency.
It is noteworthy, however, that Newbigin in his review does not refer explicitly to my analysis of the challenges that are facing the ecumenical movement today (see chap. 3 of my book). We know from his more recent writings that he is intensely inter ested in a critical dialogue with modern culture and convinced that we need to recover the fiduciary framework of biblical faith to counteract the reductionism of the scientific worldview. But his apologetic stance does not allow him to admit either the challenge of religious plurality or the challenges arising from the threats to all natural life systems. As a consequence, he does not recognize that large parts of my book have arisen from a constant critical dialogue with the universalism represented by the ecu menical missionary movement-that is, its profound reticence regarding interreligious dialogue and its attachment to a theol ogy of salvation history.
Like Newbigin and Visser't Hooft, I am convinced that the Christo-centric universalism of the classical ecumenical para digm is rooted in the missionary vision of "a whole world brought to Christ." When Newbigin therefore speaks of a "total amnesia [in my book] in respect of missionary and evangelistic work of the church," he is right as far as the material is concerned that I have used to substantiate my thesis; my ecumenical social ization has been through the Faith and Order and Life and Work streams of the WCC history. But he obviously does not agree with my critical reassessment of the universalism of the mission ary movement in response to the new challenges of today, nor does he see a need for such self-critical analysis. My interest in a Trinitarian framework and especially in a fresh understanding of the work of the Holy Spirit is motivated by the conviction that we have to achieve a new interpretation and even transforma tion of our ecumenical foundations that is comparable to the shift that emerged in the early fifties and that found its expression in the concept of the Missio Dei.
Since I wrote the original German version of my book five years ago, the evidence for a profound shift taking place in ecumenical consciousness is more clearly discernible. Having been elected recently general secretary of the World Council of Churches, I see my responsibility not so much in "ecumenical apologetics" but in facilitating and providing orientation for a process of transition that will change once again the profile of the ecumenical movement. In trying to be sensitive to the challenges facing this generation, I acknowledge with gratitude and respect the ecumenical leadership that Bishop Newbigin gave more than thirty years ago when the ecumenical movement was passing through a similar process of transition. I hope and pray that our efforts today may be guided as visibly by God's wisdom as were the decisions and initiatives of those who walked the ecumenical way before us.
Reply to Konrad Raiser
Lesslie Newbigin I am grateful for the courteous and generous response of Konrad Raiser to my quite harsh criticism of his book. Clearly there is much common ground. I accept his thesis that there has been a "paradigm shift," and I accept in general his accounts of the former and later paradigms. But paradigm shifts are not, like climatic changes, events that we simply have to record. They are the ways into which, by mutual persuasion, we seek to guide our contemporaries. They call not only for descrip tion but for evaluation. Here we differ.
I do not regard the "classical" paradigm as nonnegotiable. I sought to challenge it in my pamphlet entitled Trinitarian Doc trinefor To-day's Mission,thereby earning the disapproval of my great colleague Wim Visser't Hooft. But I do regard as nonnego tiable the affirmation that in Jesus the Word was made flesh; there can be no relativizing of this, the central and decisive event of universal history. Like Raiser, I was brought into the ecumenical movement through the concerns of Faith and Order. It was with sorrow that I had to give up my position as vice-chairman of Faith and Order when I became a WCC staff member. My concern has not been to promote an "evangelical" theology, if that word is used (as it often is) to exclude other Christians. I am concerned for the integrity of the WCC's witness to the faith that we confess together in the Nicene Creed. Surely to speak much of the atoning work of Jesus on the cross is not to be sectarian or un Catholic! My own theological struggle during the final stages of the gestation of the Church of South India required a very serious 
